This research aimed at comparing mind mapping technique and semantic mapping techniques in teaching reading comprehension. It was intended to find out which technique (mind mapping or semantic mapping) was more effective to strengthen the reading comprehension and which technique was more interesting in learning process to the EFL learners in the second grade of Senior High School. It was an experimental research. There are two classes taken as sample, XI IPA1 as experimental 1 class, and XI IPA2 as experimental 2 class. Researcher collected the data through reading test and questionnaire as research instrument. The result revealed that (1) students obtained higher score after being taught under mind mapping technique as opposed to those who studied under semantic mapping technique (2) students who studied narrative text under mind mapping technique showed great reading interest.
Introduction
Reading is a way of comprehending or understanding text that needs detail attention and concentration. It is one of particular abilities which helps people comprehend and get the information of the text. Al-Emami (2010) states that analyzing comprehension is a complicated task that relies upon many automatic and strategic cognitive processes. She also appended that studying fluency, the ability to read with pace and proper expression, is an essential ability for comprehension. It can be noticed the high status reading occupies and captures among the other learning skills. Moreover, reading is one of working processes that transfers particular Journal of English Educators Society, 3 (2), October 2018, 165-176 E. ISSN. 2503-3492 Journal Homepage: http://ojs.umsida.ac.id/index.php/jees DOI Link: https://doi.org/10. 21070/jees.v3i2.1498 arrangement from the eye into the brain to produce information. Within the remaining 3 decades, reading learning strategies of techniques have grown to be broadly used across different grade levels and concern areas. Using reading strategies with university students strengthens their learning motivation, expertise retention, knowledge and proficiency.
Based on the preliminary observation on the teaching-learning process in SMAN 5
Makassar, the researcher found that there are some problems that arise in students' reading comprehension. The observation aims to discover the process of teaching by the observed teacher (Arbain, 2017) . It can be seen from the result of previous test given by the English teacher and the researcher, the observation, and the interview with the English teacher. The students encountered some difficulties in comprehending English texts. Inside the interview with some students, they stated that they gain problems within the implicit and specific information of the textual content.
Except, many students have low pursuits in the analyzing class. Inside the each day classroom activity, the students had problems in doing their reading task. In addition they also found it difficult to work using dictionaries, considering that a word may also have two or greater meanings. They took a relatively long time to understand a text. The more severe aspect changed into that students once in a while could not get the supposed meaning of a textual content, so once they have been asked to answer reading comprehension test they regularly got incorrect answers. The circumstance indicated that the students had low proficiency in knowledge a text.
Considering the stated problems, the researcher believed that a few efforts are needed to solve the hassle inside the English coaching and studying technique mainly within the teaching reading comprehension. In order to remedy the problem, the researcher is motivated to conduct comparative studies in evaluating strategies; thoughts mapping and semantic mapping to understand which one the fine technique that appropriate to reinforce studying comprehension of the secondary students of Makassar.
Mind mapping and semantic mapping could be used throughout the study as a way to facilitate the students in comprehending texts well. Semantic mapping helps the students to activate their background knowledge before reading, monitor their comprehension when they are reading, and evaluate their comprehension after reading. Two previous studies have shown that teachers can improve students' language proficiency, especially vocabulary, through semantic mapping (Dilek & Yuruk, 2012; Zahedi & Abdi, 2012) . It is believed that mastering vocabulary helps a lot in reading comprehension.
However, it seems that the area has not been investigated more by researchers.
In brief, the researcher simplifies that in order to solve the problem of teaching English reading, the researcher compared the mind mapping and semantic mapping to examine which one the best technique that can strengthen the reading comprehension of the secondary school students of Makassar.
Methods

Design
This research is a quantitative research because the presentation of data and analysis uses statistic descriptive. In focuses are the mainly to raw score, mean and percentage (Arbain, 2017) . The researcher applied an experimental research. A causal-comparative design is a research design that seeks to find relationships between independent and dependent variables after an action or event has already occurred. The researcher's goal is to determine whether the independent variable affected the outcome, or dependent variable, by comparing two or more groups of individuals. The population of the research become the second graders of SMA Negeri Makassar. It consisted of 12 classes and each class consisted of 36 students, so the total of population become 432 college students. The researcher used cluster random sampling to take the sample. XI IPA1as experimental 1 class, and XI IPA2 as experimental 2 class. Each class had 36 students, so the amount of sample was 72 students.
In this research, the researcher collected the data through reading test and questionnaire as research instrument. The enhancement of the students in reading comprehension by using
Mind Mapping Technique and Semantic Mapping Technique was measured by giving reading test to the students that was applied in pretest and posttest. The exams consisted of more than one preference as a lot as 30 items. The questionnaire changed into given to find out the students' interest in learning English by using mind Mapping approach and Semantic Mapping technique. The questionnaire consisted of 20 items. d. The teacher asked the students to write the topic of the text and draw a circle around it e. The teacher asked the students to draw branches from the topic.
f. The teacher asked the students to write the keywords or phrases from the text which represent the storyline on the branches.
g. The teacher asked the students to discuss the questions related to the text using their mind map through discussion, to elicit generic structures and supporting details. Pre Reading
1) The teacher asked the students to think about the topic and share as many words as they can, related to the topic.
2) The teacher asked the students to discuss and record on the map information and words that students suggested.
3) The teacher asked the students to write the information in the clusters 4) The teacher asked the students to discuss categories of words and determine appropriate labels or headings.
Whilst Reading
5) The teacher had the students read the text 6) The teacher had the students use their notes during a discussion in which they share the information about the topic through their independent reading.
7) The teacher had the students discuss and answer the questions of the text.
Post Reading
8)
After students had finished reading the text, they added new information about the topic to the map suggested.
Data Analysis
The data calculated trough quantitative analysis. To discover the score, the researcher carried out the conversion of students' score in analyzing comprehension. To calculate the mean score and standard deviation of the students' achievement by using the SPSS 20.0. The data of questionnaire have been analyzed using Likert scale. It meant to find out the students' interest in mind mapping and semantic mapping method. The students' score are related to their result on questionnaire. To know the relationship of both research variables, the data was analyzed using Product Moment Correlation formula (Rachman, 2017) . It aimed at asking the sample to respond to a series of statements by indicating whether one strongly agrees (SA), agrees (A), undecided (U), disagrees (D), or strongly disagrees (SD) with the statements given.
Each response was associated with a point value and an individual's score was determined by summing the point values for each statements. The point values were assigned to respond to 
Findings and Discussion
The students' research achievement both pretest and posttest for the research subjects are tabulated in the table 1. Based on Table 1 , it is known that the students' pretest score result for good, fairly good, fair and poor categories. In E1 class, the data of pretest shows that 6 (17%) students gained good score, 21(58%) students gained fairly good score, 7 (19%) students gained fair score and 2 (6%) students gained poor score. In E1 class most of students gained fairly good scores in pretest. While in E2 class, there were 9(25%) students gained good score, 16 (44%) students gained fairly good score, 7(19%) students gained fair score and 4 (11%) students gained poor score. In E2 class most of students gained fairly good score in pretest. So, it can be concluded the mean score of students for both groups is almost same. Based on Table 2 above, it is known that the students' posttest scores are for very good, good, fairly good, and fair category. In E1 class, the data of posttest showed that there are 15 (42%) students gained very good score and 21 (58%) students gained good score. In E1 class most of students gained very good score in posttest. While in E2 class, 4 (11%) students gained very good score, 20 (56%) students gained good score, 11 (31 %) students gained fairly good score and 1 (3%) students gained fair score. In E2 class most of students gained good score in posttest.
From the description of the reading in pretest and posttest result as shown in Table 1 and 2, it gave clear classification as well on the students' achievement on their reading after conducting the treatment by applying Mind Mapping for E1 and Semantic Mapping for E2.
The findings presented here deal with the students' interest in learning English by using Mind Mapping. It can be seen in the table 3: The result indicated that 14(38.9%) students were "very high interest", 18 (50%) students were "high interest", 4(11.1%) students were "moderate interest", none "uninterested"
and none "very uninterested". It means that all of the students were interested in learning English by using Mind mapping technique. The findings presented here deal with the students' interest in learning English by using Semantic Mapping. It can be seen in the table 4. The result indicated that 4 (13.9%) students had "very high interest", 9 (25%) students had "high interest", 19 (52.7%) students had "moderate interest", 3 (8.3%) students were "uninterested" and none "very uninterested". It means that half of the students had moderate interest in learning English by using Semantic Mapping. It means that all of the students were interested in learning English by using semantic mapping technique. 
∑
The table above shows that the mean score of students' interest in mind mapping is 80.53 classified into high interest, and the mean score of students' interest in semantic mapping is 68 classified into moderate interest. From the mean scores above, it can be concluded that the mind mapping technique was more interesting than semantic mapping technique.
The main objective of the research was to find out which technique (Mind Mapping or Semantic Mapping) is more effective to strengthen the students' reading comprehension of the narrative text. The result of pretest confirmed that students' reading comprehension in both groups were inside the same level. Primarily based on this condition, it could be concluded that both groups have same potential for treatment. After pretest, the researcher used specific method in teaching reading. The students in experimental group 1 were taught through using mind Mapping, whilst students in experimental group 2 were taught through using Semantic
Mapping. The treatment changed into carried out in six meetings.
The posttest was held to measure the enhancement in experimental class 1 and experimental class 2 after the treatment. The result showed that there was significant difference in using Mind Mapping and Semantic Mapping in teaching reading comprehension. It was proven by the mean score of the students taught by Mind Mapping 84.00, which was higher than the mean score of the students which were taught by Semantic Mapping 76.97. The result of this research also supported by the previous theory which stated that Mind Mapping provides useful examples for poor readers to improve, and gives meaning and purpose to read. which is distributed to the students related to the Mind Mapping. The result of the students interest is higher than the student's interest which taught by Semantic Mapping. It supports the findings of Al-Jarf (2011) studies which points out that mind-mapping is used to strengthen student's engagement and interest in getting to know. Thirdly, thoughts-mapping welcomes more flexibility than outlining does, students' creativity is subsequently advocated. It allows the students to be greater creatively constructing the statistics of their thoughts as their prior expertise to understand the textual content. This findings also supported by the preceding findings which stated that mind Mapping facilitates the students to construct the statistics of their mind, and make it significant (Siriphanic & Laohawiriyano, 2010) On the contrary, the experimental 2 group was taught by using Mapping. The result of this research showed that mind mapping technique also strengthens the reading comprehension of the students. Nevertheless, Semantic Mapping was not giving significant contribution to the students to comprehend the text. They seemed like bored to follow each step of this procedure.
They looked confused to solve the problem in reading. Moreover, Semantic Mapping made them become slow reader, in this case teaching and learning process was focused on the students, and then this situation resulted mediocre learning process. The result showed different level of reading comprehension. Consequently, it can be stated that there was significant difference between the use of Mind Mapping and Semantic Mapping in teaching reading comprehension.
Conclusions
The result of this study revealed that using mind mapping technique is more effective than semantic mapping to strengthen students' achievement of reading comprehension at the secondary school students of Makassar. This is indicated by the higher scores the students obtained after being taught under mind mapping technique as opposed to those who studied under semantic mapping technique. Students who studied narrative text under mind mapping and semantic mapping techniques showed great reading interest. However, the interest degree between the two experimental classes was different. Students learnt through mind mapping technique were more interested to read than those who learnt through semantic mapping. Thus, 
